conceded only a measure of white responsibility for the well-being of an allegedly "inferior" race.9
The coming of racial modernity in the South, which by the 1830s held more than ninety percent of the nation's African Americans and virtually all its slaves, looms as an especially inviting area of inquiry. Moreover, as scholars have explored "whiteness" as a national phenomena rather than as the source of southern exceptionalism, they have implicitly challenged southern historians to review and perhaps recast their understanding of precisely how the Old South became a white man's country. In response to these twin challenges, this essay will attempt to explain the triumph of racial modernity in the South of the 1830s by focusing on the political process through which race or "whiteness" became codified, formally and informally, as the defining characteristic of antebellum southern society. Put differently, it will describe how shapers of the Old South's Jacksonian political tradition ventured to make what U. B. Phillips later called "the white man's country" white.
A peculiar combination of economic circumstance and political ideology shaped the Jacksonian South's reconsideration of race and slavery. Contrasting subregional political economies, together with patterns of racial demography associated with these different political economies, ensured that questions relating to slavery and race were framed in different ways in different parts of the South. Central among these many internal variations in the Old South's political economy lay the growing contrast between the Upper South and the Lower South. Between 1800 and 1830, much of the Lower South swirled into the vortex of an economic transformation that Ira Berlin has aptly labeled the "cotton revolution."10 The "cotton revolution" pulled slavery and plantation agriculture from its comparatively limited tidewater and alluvial strongholds and spread them across a vast plain of black and brown loam soils and through lush river valleys that became the Old South's rich Black Belt. It also promoted staple growing among the region's yeomen and helped spur the expansion of the cash economy in the red clay upland portions of the Old South. The process of cultivating cotton and complementary foodstuffs required steady attention for much of the growing season, making slave labor, with its high
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By the early 1830s, an ominous antislavery challenge to the slaveholding social order of both the Upper and Lower South appeared from several different quarters. In 1827 the American Colonization Society first requested public funds from Congress; two years later, militant free black David Walker published an appeal for slaves to rebel against their masters; and in 1831, William Lloyd Garrison ushered in a new era of abolition propaganda with The Liberator, a publication dedicated to "immediate" emancipation and effusive in its moral chastisement of slaveholders.13 But no event focused southern attention on slavery and related issues as intensely as did the bloody if ultimately unsuccessful slave uprising led by Nat Turner in August 1831. Turner's rampage across a small swath of Virginia's lower Tidewater spread fear, rumor, and recrimination across the Old Dominion and sent waves of anxiety through the white population in other areas of the South.14 Virginia's Robert Pollard bluntly revealed the fears of Virginia's slaveholders in the wake of Turner's rebellion when he observed, "[E]very family that have slaves are in the power of those slaves, they sleep in our houses-they in this way have the power of cutting our throats or knocking our brains out while we sleep." News of the Southampton bloodbath also spawned fears in the deepest South. In the Natchez region, banker and planter Stephen Duncan confessed "a great apprehension that we will one day have our throats cut in this county."'5 The timing and particular conjunction of these events prompted not simply a short-term return of vigilance against slave rebellion, but also serious reconsideration of public policy toward slavery and the region's free black population precisely at the moment when mounting pressure from white egalitarians spurred most was an often divided one, and one always shaped in part by the creative tensions among its various subregions; see Freehling, The Road The Jacksonian South's political discussion of race and slavery revealed a variety of racial attitudes and ideologies ranging from exclusion and marginalization at one end of the spectrum to complete subordination of African Americans at the other end, with a bewildering array of selectively cobbled together variations on either the exclusion or the subordination themes, or both, lying in between. Full-voiced advocates of exclusion sought either to remove African Americans from southern society altogether, or, more realistically, minimize the role of blacks, slave and free, in the civic, social, and economic life of the South, much as had been done in northern society following the postrevolutionary emancipations. To implement their strategy, southern exclusionists advocated pushing free blacks further toward the margins of society and taking some cautious first steps toward putting slavery on the road to ultimate extinction. Thus they favored colonization because it reduced the free black population in the near term and established a working mechanism to facilitate gradual emancipation on a larger scale in the future. In essence, exclusionists wanted to "whiten" their society by reducing the size and diminishing the importance of the region's African-American population.
In contrast, champions of subordination recognized that the southern staple economy depended so heavily on slave labor that the region could not thrive without it. Subordinationists accepted racially justified slavery as a necessary labor system, and some argued affirmatively that the region's reliance on slaves for menial labor strengthened the virtues of independence and equality among whites. Viewing slavery as at least essential, arguably beneficial, and, in all likelihood perpetual, subordinationists sought to render white dominance of blacks as complete and thorough as possible.16 16 My choice of terms requires some clarification. I have used the term "exclusion" to refer to the idea that African Americans, whether slave or free, should be either removed from American society or, failing that, pushed to its social, political, and economic margins. Thus it was an ideology of exclusion and/or marginalization. I have used the term "subordination" to refer to the idea that slaves were simply too numerous and their labor too valuable to the South to consider exclusion a viable option. Thus long-term southern dependence on slave labor must be accepted and measures taken to guarantee white domination and black subordination in a biracial, slaveholding society in which slavery was justified largely on racial grounds. Clearly exclusionists saw marginalization as a way of subordinating blacks who remained in their society, and just as clearly subordinationists wanted to exclude both slaves and free blacks from the realm of political and social equality.
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But if the ideological poles of the southern Jacksonian debate over race and slavery seemed well-defined, the actual terms and issues of the discussions varied widely across the region. In the Upper South, the debate occasionally focused on the future of slavery itself, and almost without exception, addressed the problematic role free blacks played in a slaveholding society. As a whole, the Upper South remained committed to a conception of slavery as a necessary (but possibly temporary) evil-an evil that could be at odds with the ideals of white independence and equality over the long term. Thus the arguments over race in the Upper South often centered on how the region might "whiten" itself, either through gradual emancipation and colonization of slaves, the colonization of free blacks, a gradual shift to free white labor facilitated by the sale of slaves to the cotton growing areas of the Deep South, or some combination of these approaches.17 By contrast, in a heuristic "Middle South" of Tennessee and North Carolina, even though few saw slavery as a positive good, sentiment favoring emancipation on any terms nevertheless declined. In these states, the discussion of race centered on whether or not free people of color should have a political voice. In the Middle South, Whiggish paternalists defended the idea of promoting uplift and respectability among free blacks, while subordinationists championed disfranchisement.
In the Lower South, the case for slavery as a positive good remained in its infancy at the beginning of the Jacksonian era, and some of the peculiar institution's defenders still called it a necessary evil. But the "evils" of slavery were less and less often proclaimed openly, and public policy treated slavery as if it were a permanent institution, or one likely to thrive for as long as white southerners could imagine. Indeed, most Lower South political leaders considered slavery essential to the region's staple economy, which, despite fits and starts in the international market and vulnerability to unpredictable credit crunches, remained the bellwether of the region's prosperity. In the cotton South, the Jacksonian debate over race centered more on the prevention of insurrections, tighter regulation or removal of free blacks, and the desirability of regulating or even eliminat- 
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ing the interstate slave trade. Together, these three subregional debates constituted the larger Jacksonian South's attempt to define "racial modernity" and render it tangible in their political arrangements.
Upper South sentiment in favor of gradual emancipation, though always conditional, retained significant strength throughout the Jacksonian era. In the pensive months following Nat Turner's rebellion in the late summer of 1831, Virginia actively reconsidered its policy toward slavery and the free black population within its borders. Long time advocates of both gradual emancipation and colonization found full voice. Virginian John Marshall, the venerable Chief Justice of the United States Supreme Court, believed that the "removal of our free colored population" had emerged as a "common object" in postinsurrection Virginia and expressed a fervent hope that the legislature would seize upon "the excitement produced by the late insurrection" to pass sweeping legislation facilitating colonization. John Rutherford, a Richmond conservative, also denounced slavery as "the greatest curse that ever blighted the prospects of any people," and warned the legislature that the "evil" of "our colored population . increasing as it does so rapidly and so awfully, requires some prompt and energetic remedy." Thomas Ritchie urged Virginia lawmakers to do more than merely turn "their attention to preventing Insurrections" by considering a "more radical remedy," such as "an energetic system of manumission followed by a removal to Africa."18
Arguing 
"long ago been extinguished." But, in the American South, "the African slave stands in a different attitude-he bears upon his forehead a mark of separation which distinguishes him from the white man-as much after he is a free man as while he was a slave." Agreeing with the committee report, Terry Cahal, a nonslaveholder, professed regret "that domestic slavery ever found a home in our country," but he dismissed emancipation without colonization as absurd. Can the emancipator, Cahal asked, "change the African's skin, and elevate his feelings and his mental capacity to the dignity and honor of the white man's?"29 On the key test vote, the Tennessee convention supported the McKinney committee report 42-12, and ultimately the new constitution barred the legislature from emancipating any slaves without the consent of their owners.30
In sum, the Jacksonian debate over slavery and race in the Upper South raged between, on the one hand, committed exclusionists who lacked the political muscle they needed to succeed, and on the other, apologetic but uncompromising subordinationists. Given the Upper South's large slave population, exclusion loomed a daunting task, and even its advocates recognized that it could be accomplished only gradually and with respect for the rights (including financial compensation) of slaveholders. But the putative defenders of slavery in the Upper South, tentative subordinationists if subordinationists at all, accepted many of the basic propositions advanced by the exclusionists. These opponents of legislative emancipation favored letting time and the market economy do the work of exclusion rather than using collective or state efforts to accelerate the process. The Upper South's defenders of slavery, however qualified their arguments, held the advantage of defending the existing social order. Proslavery ideology proved unconvincing to many in the Upper South, but slavery as 29 Nashville Republican and State Gazette, July 10, 1834; however, McKinney's committee also rejected the idea of a Virginia-style whitening of Tennessee through massive sales of slaves to the Lower South. Such action could hardly alleviate, and might actually increase, the plight and misery of slaves. "Let the slaves in the Unites States, by the operation of any cause whatever, be congregated together within the bounds of three or four states, so that they can ascertain by their own numbers and strength, concert plans among themselves, and co-operate with each other," the McKinney committee reasoned, "then what is to prevent a servile war?" As long as slavery existed in the United States, the committee believed, "the benefit of both the slave and the free man" hinged on the principle that "slaves should be distributed over as large a territory as possible, as thereby the slave receives better treatment and the free man is rendered more secure." Thus the Tennessee convention endorsed "diffusion" rather "exclusion" as the best policy for protecting whites from the dangers concomitant with slavery. 30 
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a working institution remained firmly entrenched. In these Upper South debates, critics of slavery never found enough public support or legislative votes for emancipation, however gradual, and, advocates of colonization generally failed to find sufficient resources to accomplish anything more than a mere shadow of their ambition. Though heated at times, the Jacksonian era debate over slavery and the status of free blacks yielded little more than a reluctant acceptance of the status quo in the Upper South.
By contrast, few in the Lower South doubted that slavery was anything but the single best passport to wealth and prosperity. Virtually no public figure in the Lower South seriously advocated or favored emancipation of any kind, including gradual and fully compensated emancipation. Even though many slaveholders and Jacksonian politicians in the Lower South still acknowledged that slavery was an evil, proposals for colonization of free blacks and small numbers of slaves voluntarily manumitted by their masters were crafted chiefly to strengthen the institution and better maintain public safety rather than as a modest first step toward a more sweeping emancipation. Ironically, exclusion as an ideology of racial control enjoyed currency in the Lower South during the Jacksonian era but as an approach to the "problem" of the region's substantial NativeAmerican population. As Jim Ronda's essay demonstrates, a large majority of whites in the Lower South showed a singular determination to guarantee that their "white man's country" was not red, even when tribes like the Cherokees appeared to be strong supporters of slavery.31
In the Lower South, subordination prevailed as the preferred ideology of control for whites over blacks, but in pursuing their desired aims, subordinationists often disagreed sharply among themselves over strategy. Some Lower South subordinationists worried about the problems inherent in the presence of free blacks in a slaveholding society. Some favored removing as many free blacks (through colonization or expulsion) as possible, some preferred tight restriction on the activities of free blacks, especially concerning their interaction with slaves, while still others favored cultivation of a caste or cohort of socially respectable free blacks who might serve as a buffer between whites and black slaves. Subordinationists also fretted over both the absolute size and the proportion of the black population in the region even as faith in slavery as an economic benefit remained strong. Some subordinationists yearned to restrict the number of slaves allowed to enter their region as part of an effort to manage the region's racial demography; others thought slave labor so RACE, SLAVERY, AND STATE-BUILDING essential to the flourishing of the staple economy and upward social mobility among white southerners that no state should be legislatively or constitutionally deprived of the slaves it needed to prosper. Hence subordinationists often clashed among themselves over the regulation of the interstate slave trade. Thus, in the cotton South, where slavery seemed crucial to the continued economic prosperity of the region, the Jackson debate over slavery and race-related issues centered not on whether the region's peculiar institution should survive but over how best to manage its future.
Along the cotton frontier of the Old Southwest, dramatic increases in the slave population and concomitant fears of slave insurrection often prodded state legislatures into fits of action. In Jacksonian Louisiana, legislators viewed the rapid growth of their slave population with alarm. In 1826, the state approved a two-year moratorium on the interstate slave trade (excluding the importation of slaves by residents and immigrants) in an effort to control the growth of its slave population and slow the outflow of private capital. In 1829 Louisiana tried to insure itself against becoming a dumping ground for the troublesome slaves from older staple-growing states by establishing a "character" test for imported slaves. But the ongoing demand for slave labor on the cotton frontier rendered such restrictions unpopular and difficult to enforce.32 As one Louisianan observed, the "situation of the Country" being "one in which we have to depend altogether on the labour of the Slaves for a support" led many to believe it "impracticable" to ban their introduction into the state.33
In the fall of 1831, news of the Turner insurrection and a bad crop year momentarily shifted planter opinion. A special session of the Louisiana legislature, eager to protect the state's white population against insurrection, again banned the activity of professional slave traders, allowing only citizens and immigrants who intended to settle permanently in Louisiana to bring slaves into the state and requiring even these to appear before parish judges to explain their intentions in detail.34 Planter J. S. Johnston applauded the new restrictions not only because they provided safeguards against slave incendiaries, but also because they encouraged the retention 32 The restriction on slave importation was repealed in 1828, a full year before its specified expiration. In neighboring Mississippi, the perception that slavery, however profitable, remained a necessary evil rather than a positive good prevailed in the cotton-rich Natchez region. In 1831, Natchez attorney Sargent S. Prentiss summed up this view when he observed, "that slavery is a great evil, there can be no doubt-and it is an unfortunate circumstance that it was ever introduced into this, or any other country. At present, however, it is a necessary evil, and I do not think admits of a remedy."36 Earlier in 1828, popular Governor Gerard Brandon complained that Mississippi had become a "receptacle for the surplus black population of the Middle States" and received a "vast number" every year which "excited uneasiness in the minds of many of our fellow-citizens." To remedy the problem, Brandon advocated closing the interstate slave trade.37 
